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As part of a peridd of seif'study in terms of external evaluation -

<O during the 1976-77 academtc year, representativesvof.The'University of

fz; xas at Austin (UTA) Committee on Graduate Reading contacted twentij|X\

;ii ieaders in the fleld of readingw representlng twenty three different U. S

E;;i.‘ a“ﬁ two Canadian instltutions, for responses to a very brief questionnaire. ’
L .

/ Tnese.individuals were asked to respond to the. following: (1) Excluding

your gwn insti&ution which graduate reading programs would you place /
\ .
~in the top ten in the United States and fanada? Please order your sglec-

tions if possub]e (2)' Where would you place the graduate readlng pro- -

gram at The University of Teﬁas at Austin relative to your top-ten identi-

»
fied above? and (3) Comments ¢oncerning your placement of The Udiversity
of Texas at'Austin. L. I .
’ . N ; \ ’
Descriptions of the currently activeé graduate reading programs were ) .
4 #rncluded with the questionnaire and the eleven regular faculty members i

. <

‘. N .
‘participating in the UTA reading program were Identified as representing
the following ten inst!tutions: Berkeley, Chieado,‘lndiana, lowa, Michigan,

Minnesota, North Cafoliha, Tennessee, Jexas and Wisconsin. Ah additional

.
v + . .

twelve to fifteen doctoral and graduate students plus sdéme. undergraduates

on the reading specialist program assist in instructional activities or |q€
- - .

the reading materials. laboratory. Space allocations of 11,700 square feet

Y

///are provided in the new Education Building For the Learning Disabilities

Center (LDC) and the Beading‘Materials LabdratorVT

Since approXimateiy 50% of both the graduate and undergraduate prog?ams

- ; L4

involved practicum experiendes, ''on=site'' instructional space is provided .,




by the Auntln lndependent School Dnstrlcf i flve or six elementary _ |

scnools each semester of the.academic year. Slnce not alk of these schools

.. - R P »

_arc dpdn in the summer, graduate and undergraduaqe practnCum experiences
\ . - . )
, ‘

{ are provided by the LDC. - During the 1976 summer sessidn, over 200 children

¢ s

constituted the basis of the practicum experiences for on-campus reading

) A * : ) ¢
instruction. .
Of the nineteen individuals responding: , : . o~
. 4 declingd to identify the top ten graduate programs, one of whom -
" ' |

ranked UTA b4th or 5th (tabulated as 5th); one Lnd{cated faith in

S

UTA staff quality, but ‘lacked solid facts for an unequivocal response.-

.

3 identified the top ten programs, but declined to rank erder them,

iwo. o7 whom mentioned UTA in the top ten; and one declined ‘to rang
UTA on tne basis of being unfamiiiar with the program per se.
» ;
¢ . .
12 identified and ranked (several indicated that their rankings were

suspéee) ‘he top ten graduate programs in ﬁpadlng (cxc]udlng their

.own uhs;:tutxon), and ranked UTA as follows:
P

W - .

’ \ \5 :op}fiveﬁj : ‘)

-

_ . . )
. L.6-10 . A b :
. 3 oelaw top ten, one of whom said, ''Somewhat below in terms
2 ‘ T
. of visiBility -- have seen some good products.'' A secone
said, “Probably -among the next five."
. .o . . T, . ¢ -
A total of thirty-six institutions were identifiew by the respondenis.
‘unle 1 indicates thoge institutions whach were mentioned as having graduage

{he top ten on the basis of number of mentions are tnus
._entn-led and ordered Georgia; Syracdse and UTA; Indiana and Wisconsin;
3 . .

Minnesota; Berkeiey and Arizona; and femp]e and Alberta.

.

reading programs L
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Table |

\

o INSTITUTIONS MENTIONED MOST TIMES IN TOP TEN

v,

' institution ‘ v Number of Mentions .
' Georgia - . . . . . . . . . . . oo o A 13
. Syracuse - .§;. 12 \
i g JUT Austin L B3
¥ lrdiana . . . o e o e . . . . .,]0
MWiscoasin .. . . . . . B
Minnesoték . . . oD .. 9 .
. /
Surkeley-g;{ 7
Arizona . . . . - 7
Tbm'p}e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
A]Derta . " L) >’ ¢ . ‘ . . . ‘ . . . -_‘ B . . 6
Ohio State U.;_ ... . . . . . . . Voo -, . . 5
Buffalo . . . . . . . ee e e . 4
Hofsgra e e e T T A \
Arizona State U. . . . . . . . \c <. . ... 3
)
Maryland. . .. . . L
SOSETON &« . e .. < e 3 ?
Pittsburgh . .3
vilinois. . oL L 0L .. /: 2
. British Columbia +. « « «v . . . . . . . 2
: .“,Issour_i'. . . . . . . : . . . . . .- 2
Miami. . . . . . . . . 2 .
" : ~ .
Toclaware. .. L L LN L L L L L 2 4
L
;v - v / //
. 4 ' IS
) &
. / ' (
- / ,
N\
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Tanie 2 indicates those institutiqns mentioned the most ti&es_as
Leing in the top Five graduate reading preéréms. The top five according
Lo the most mentions are therefare identified and ordered as: Georgia;
S;racuse; Indiana, Minnesota and.UTA. Of these, only UTA failed to
receive at least one ranking of either 1 or 22 The next rankéd‘programs,
Wisconsin and Aiberta, both received rankings of | and/or 2.

‘Table 3 identifies those institutions ment&gged once only, with
their rank, if indicated by the respondent.

Table 4 reflects the‘ranking tabulation for all institutions men-
tioned in tne various responses. By way of explanation of the "not
mentioned“ﬁsolumn, YTA was not mentioned bonnly one respondent, most
arobably because it was the instituﬁion requesting information. In
tne case of the Unive;sityvof Georgia, if one of the\respondents re-
svesenteu that institution and excluded (as directed) his or her own
/7. tne program identification ranking, only one other respondent did
noL mention the Georgia program; in the case of Syracuse, if one of
Lhe respondents represented.that institution, he or she would exclede
Sy?acuse_frem'the rankings, hence two respondents did not mention the
wY7dCuse program. A similar analysis may be made for the other institu-
tions in Table'4 which were not mentioned by two or more respondents. .

| ln the ''below top ten'' category, UTA was the only institution showing
a eauulatlon since this was specificaily requested in the questionnaire;
for tne rest of the programs, the tabu]atnonskln the “not mentioned“
coiumn will be of interestl

To summarize briefly, UTA: (1) tied (with“Syracuse) for second

@enind Georgia for the number of mentions in the tdp ten; (2) -ranked

.' . 5




INSTITUTIONS MENTIONED

Institution,
—apturion

1,\geqrgia .o
ﬁgf‘?a.c,wus'e. e
lndiana
Minnesota
JT Austin
Wisconsin
Alberta
Berkeley.
Temple
Ohio State U.
iliinois.
3oston
Arizona . .

Buffalo SuNY

Arizona State U

Pittsburgn

British Columbi

.-5..
Table/2

ST TIMES IN TOP FIVE

8
7
6
6
3
-
3
2
2
2
2
2

Number of Mentions
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INSTITUT IONS MENTIONED ONCE-ONLY ¢

]

Institut’on L ; S Ranking of 1-10.

0ISE Toronto . ..o L L ey

v.S.C e L

Northern Lolorado . . . . Ce e I
CAlbany SUNY L L. L L L A’

darvard. ..oy
 Missouri -- Kansas City . 1.' EE .

Nichigan State U. . =;” ‘ . .:\ . W H7
.f;orida, R Y S L'

Souifi Florida. . . t. 0+« +« « . . . Top lO but"nop ranked
AGAnta. .o L . L T e

U. of ivlinois == N.E. (sic). . . . L
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LOT aiiect tne

identification of top flve and ten.

. E;(

Table 4/ Top Ten (Below | Not
) but not | Top | Men-
e, ! ] 2. 3 '4 5 6 7 8 9 10 | ranked i Ten | tionec
“0T Aastin Q_ | po) ;Q bl l ' 3 - [ 3 t
leurgia NINEEERr 2 L3 2
3\/.‘ucu_be 3 } :Q. ' | | | ] 3 3
aLLana | ; 3 g 0 | T ! 5
WI5C0Asin | i3] [ .![ | { 3 ; v 5
| . . ’ i | ! I ’ g ' y
Jeveuola ‘ ; ‘ ;2 } \ ‘2 | i ;- . |l &
PSRN ‘ - ’ i ! l . P l h l 2_ _)9
- J | t ¢
I\r/. ¢'Ouu- . l i l 'l ‘ ' i a(s 9‘ g’
- ! | ! — ~ - —_——
demale L] | ! I X » N 7 | 9
Atierta P : I ' T B
i FRIR Ta] 9
Liio State J. | | ! A | {0
S alo SuRY ' f L 2 1o’
I ~:~i—'r"’“l“—"““r" e R A
) sl d _ . ‘. _ l \ f l X l o . l ‘ -
sACsong Siate U. b { i | [ ] f i i "3
B T T e P 3
b0 10N L. e 0 N B B B | } L
th;sge:gn . i“ i ' l] | | : P | ; PVl
ot T - T T g ¢ : T
Ha e o [ . i b P o ! I P
iiiinois A | N 1 : S
e . : . ! [ : ' TR
w.casii Columbia ; i ; | ! \ ! %, i l f t?_“_‘
o | A N S S S I v
-~ ! i i | | b . -
Jo L Ldare , RN ! P b
5 N ] KR T
— e e . J__...-L.e._‘_‘_ e e ey
VIR [ : l ! i L. \ ‘ : ‘ i
- _ i { 14 i I o —--\’..
viowny SulY : ls: ‘ Co ‘ -
_ e UM\ W SO JUNEy SV ) g
- - Tun'orln.o ! ! ' ! : ' v
B RN o
wesonetn Coiorado i ‘ ' ‘1 : ) e
SRR ' ' b | V.
X i e \ T + : -
Zuelt Fliorida , | iE ! i ! 7 o . -
:._; c | , ; i | i -
",,our. Kassas City ‘ {i | j N e
O 3an Sta U \1_ ¢t ﬂ ; ,§ - s
Al.wta r \' | i }' i ,f
T T T ! ' s ) o
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2ezigd ‘ o A SR N O S N N | ; : 3 -7
’ i
., v
% uTn nis L6 responses due to a respondent who declined to ident!i y]top ten
omT canked UTA 4 or 5. Deletion of tn.s response from the toulgtion coes
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

VL L i

witn Indiana and Minnesota behind Georgia and Syracuse in the times mentioned

in the top five; and (3) did not receive any rankings hlgher than 3
D'f’erent results wou ld undoubted]y be derived from a dnfferent samp)e

N
ot reading eoucatora, hewever, the |nd|v1duals contacted .are as knowledgeable

in the reading field as most anyone in the United States and Canada. The
- “ o

cxtent of positive bias toward the UTA program merely beeause of UTA being A

Lo inquiring institution is unknown. Also, little donfidence can be placed

i theﬁsngnlfncance of the difference between sayj
.

.‘i’ ¥
ﬂth.oneu ‘in the top ten seven times and lastit

Institution A being

ion B being mentioned six .
times.\Jﬁccause the purpose ef tHe survey was to further jmprove the UTA
feuading progra&, the rankings are of most value as a general‘context against
avich to asscss the quality ef the UfA prog;am.

r

Comments on the returns reiterate the quandry evaluators face as to

the critical fac;oré on which an eyvaluation should be based. Such factors
. é(
rnciuder (§) peonle -- what is known of the staff quality anhd support’
sersonnel of the program; (2) program -- what hard, data are available as
tv program structure, theoretically and actually, am& the amount and quality

ol space d]]OCGLed to support the program; and by (3) Eroduct -- whq& is

[

LY

~hown of the quality evidenced by graduat;f of the program.

Most of us areleware of the fact thdt questionneire studies have faults
and teat on-site eveluatiens are necessary to Substéntiatekor modi fy the
qecstlonna}re\reeults. The first on-site external evaluator spent th days

N ~

aiL JTA in July, 1976 for- this purpose. In the meantime as the rental car

P
2 LT <

edvertisement goes, ''When you're No.

-
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Appendix
Comments. Lonckrning Placement ;
of UTA Graduate Reading PRrogram ‘ .

e .

L4

Comments

.Good balance among elementary, secondary, and related
work, etc. .

Excellent staff

Articulated program.

Caliber of graduate students - mean graduates

Clinic facility N

Public school orientation d ‘ -

-

A lot of the Texas personnel are &till rather young, so
Texas at Austin should become even more outstanding as
these people mature and gain in national recognition.
Aside from the five institutions llsted above, | do not
think there are five other outstanding lnstltutlons

" The maJornty of graduate reading programs are not partl-
culariy impressive.

@ o

Texas has a strong, divensified-faculty. It also pro-
vides excellent opportunities for interdisciplinary
study on the part of graduate students, because of the
power of related departments in the University.

SO0t s difficult to place a program judging by course

titles. It is the quality of the instruction that
makes the difference. At Texas | am judging largely
by Professor | know him well and have only
the highest regard for his ability and devotion. |
know that he would surround himself only with able
‘people.

| would not carey to try to rank order the top ten N
graduate reading programs. | can say that | would °
place Texas somewhere in the top ten -- probably about
the middle of the tdp ten, i.e. rank of 4 or 5.

-

« No comments.

| know the program listed above of 1, 2, 3, 5 and 10

quite well, the others less well. Your program at

Texas seems quite complete but | really know little
“about it. : .o :

Is in a top’ quality institution but tends to have a

regnona] |nfluence

-39
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Apbendix (cont'd)

Rank - .Comments i

. -

= 8 y The weakness of Texas's graduate reading program is

» that it is not sufficiently tied to theorétical and

: .~ experimental work PW cognitive psyc%oiogy and, other,

g ; v fields. Texas's strength'is that it has a very strong - = '
" ‘curriculumsand instrdttion gﬂg_schooﬁ emphasis. 1

| wouldn't want Texas to change directions 180°, but a <
- . 20-40° deflection would help. There are some very
" knowledgeable people over in your psychology depatrtment
and your linguistics ddpartment. ° '
Top ten but COnten& appropriate’as indicated in the enclosure except’
not ranked. - fer the Clinical/Remedial, which appears to need more
: : breadth’ in developmental areas and expansion of the
_ remedial practicum. | - '
N 4 -~ ) .
fop ten but Good staff, meaningful research
not ranked . o ’ A o -

delow top ten. s Somewhat below in terms of visibiligy == though |'ve seen
some good products. . v . \
Cive You have several excellent faculty members. The faculty
(i-15) I is a little smaller than at some other institutions and
' : probably cannot offgr doctoral courses in equal varicty
" : e and depth. Your school has a fine reputation, however.
Beiow tep ten. A program is jutdged Targely on the basis of graddates of
s ' that program and the people on the faculty. . | don\{ know
' any doctoral @raduates of the Texaspprogram. | know
three of the Texas faculty membersg$ two Sf tHese are
i~ o wellvknown. - Offerings in reading are limited. (Dat
P B oﬁ\ﬁacu]ty-came from recefit IRA publication.)

-

X . o . o ‘ ‘
Nol mentioned. No comments . -

il

i * . - A ’A : /.é . “
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